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producing wool for a foreign market and anxious for some
degree of free trade, is not the same as that of the struggling
sugar grower on the Queensland coast, eager to protect his
home market as virtually the only one for which he produces.
Xot merely did the Country party fail to win the wide support
suggested in its name, it compromised its claim to be distinct
in 1923 by forming a Government with the Nationalists, who
were backed by the financial and industrial magnates of the
cities. This alliance was forced by the anxiety of both groups
to exclude Labour from office.
The Coalition Government after 1923 represented the
Nationalists and Country party in the proportion of six to
five, and operated on the understanding that decisions
carried in the Cabinet by a single vote should be negatived.
In six years of rule no complete fusion took place; the two
parties recognized separate leaders and organizations, and
without a unified command they inevitably fell before the
more efficient political machine of their common foe. In
1929 the Labour party carne to power with the largest
majority in its history, but faced by the sharpest modern
depression it was soon cleft by divided opinion on the proper
procedures for the emergency. One section led by E. G.
Theodore of Queensland, leaned to inflationary action; an-
other under Joe Lyons, formerly a leader in Tasmania,
repudiated this policy, withdrew with some followers to the
Opposition, and transformed the Nationalist into the United
Australia party. Defeated in Parliament, the Labour minis-
try went to the polls in 1931, and was swept from power by
the new and vigorous organization under the erstwhile
labourite Joe Lyons.
The United Australia party, allied uneasily for most of
the period with the Country party, ruled in the Common-
wealth from 1931 to 1941. -Since it represented hetero-
geneous groups in town and country and had to win part at
least of that floating vote for which Labour also contended,
it had no clearly defined and rigid doctrines, and was without
the rigorous discipline of its opponent. Although it was
supported by the large commercial newspapers and sponsored
by finance and industry, it was not wholly anti-collectivist,